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Improve Federal Highway
Safety Programs
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Department of Transportation

A 1972 GAO report said more Federal-aid
construction funds should be used to improve
highway safety. Although spending on high-
way safety had increased from $100 million
in 1971 to $1.1 billion in 1975, neither the
Highway Administration nor the States had
assurance that the funds obligated were for
projects offering the greatest safety benefits.

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 required the
States to establish systematic procedures for
selecting safety construction projects. None
of the eight States GAO reviewed had fully
met this requirement. Furthermore, the High-
way Administration had not developed ade-
quate procedures to measure the States’ pro-
gress in implementing their systems and did
not know what progress had been made or

when the States would meet the spirit of the l// £ I\Q)
act,
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. The Highway Safety Act of 1966 legislated the Federal Highway
Administration's safety program, The Highway Safety Act of 1973
authorized specific funds for making safety improvements., We reported
to the Congress the progress that eight States had made since 1966
in developing systematic approaches to identify hazardous locations,
determine the most hazardous locations, and select cost-effective
projects.

We found that although 10 years had passed, none of the States
we reviewed had a fully implemented project selection system or

7

- . -definitive plans for achieving one. We reported that:
) /’VZD[}/ . /!@-All accident data was not being analyzed to determine the
most hazardous locations,
7 ==Safety improvement projects were not always selected on the
basis of cost effectiveness,
3 #rInventories of cost=-effective projects were not being used
to establish priorities,

Y m-Projects financed with Federal-aid construction funds were

- not selected through a systematic approach.

£ weFederal-aid highways under local jurisdictions were not

considered and did not receive safety funds,



Because the project selection systems contained weaknesses, the

Federal Highway Administration and the States did not have assurance

- that Federal funds were being used for the most beneficial safety
improvements, As a result, we made several recommendations to the
Secretary of Tramsportation including that he direqt, the Federal
Highway Administration to determine, in cooperation with each State,
the actions necessary to complete an adequate project selection system
and the timeframe for completing these actions, With this information
and effective monitoring and evaluation, the Highway Administration
will be able to insure that the States develop and use procedures

for selecting and performing the most cost-effective safety projects.
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL. OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548
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To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report describes the Federal Highway 4 CGC 003
Administration's progress in establishing highway safety
programs and contains recommendations to the Secretary of
Transportation for monitoring and evaluating States' devel-
opment and use of systems for using safety funds effectively.

We reviewed the highway safety programs of the
Federal Highway Administration to assess the progress made
since our earlier report in 1972 entitled "Problems in Im-
plementing the Highway Safety Improvement Program,™
(B-164497(3)) and to determine the impact of the categorical
safety funds provided by the Highway Safety Act of 1973.
Cur review was made pursuant to the Budget and Accounting
Act, 1921 (31 U.s.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing
Act of 1950 (31 U.5.C. 67).

We are sending copies of the report to the Director,
Office of Management and Budget, and to the Secretary of
Transportation.

& '

Comptroller General
of the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S MANAGEMENT ACTIONS NEEDED TO
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS IMPROVE FEDERAL HIGHWAY
SAFETY PROGRAMS
Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation

DIGEST

An enormous amount of money and effort has been
devoted to reducing fatalities on the Nation's
highways. The traffic fatality rate in 1966
was 5.7 deaths per 100 million vehicle miles.
By 1975 the rate had declined to 3.4. Never-
theless, there were 45,000 traffic deaths

in 1975.

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 required States
to have a federally approved highway safety im-
provement program. Although States had made
varying degrees of progress in developing and
using systematic project selection systems,

the Federal Highway Administration had not es-
tablished a date by which States' systems had
to be complete.

One of the standards developed in response to

the act--Identification and Surveillance of
Accident Locations~-required the States to
select locations for safety improvements system-
atically. Fulfillment of this standard and
development of inventories of cost-effective
projects, subject to State and local constraints,
would have assured that Federal funds were

used for the most beneficial safety improvements.

Providing flexibility to States in terms of the
amount of time needed to plan and put into ef-
fect a systematic highway safety program was
absolutely necessary. However, 10 years have
passed and none of the eight States GAO re-
viewed had a fully implemented system, or
definitive plans for achieving one.

States have had enough timge to design a highway
safety project selection system and to develop
a plan, including milestones, for implementing
their systems. However, until the plans are
implemented, the Federal and State Governments
cannot assure the public that they are achiev-
ing the greatest safety benefits for its money.

Tear Sheet. Upon removal, the report CED-76-156
cover date should be noted hereon,



The Highway Safety Act of 1973 gave the program
major status by providing $1.2 billion for
safety construction. It also required system-
atic project selection procedures and an
assessment of costs and safety benefits in
order to measure program effectiveness.

On May 5, 1976, the President approved the
dighway Safety Act of 1976. It provided States
funding authority through fiscal years 1977

and 1978 and increased States' flexibility to
administer safety efforts.

The new act combined two previously separate
orograms and increased States' ability to
transfer funds to the highest priority program
among the various categorical safety programs.
In addition, the Congress authorized specific
funds to assist States in implementing the
safety standards including development of
selection systems.

This new authority to the States should im-
prove the overall effectiveness of the highway
safety program; but, it will not be enough to
guarantee that Federal funds are spent on
projects offering the greatest safety benefits
unless the Federal Highway Administration

takes additional actions to improve its manage-
ment of the program. (See ch. 2.)

GAO reviewed highway safety programs in eight
States--California, Idaho, Louisiana, Maryland,
Nevada, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Washington.

GAO found that obligations for safety improve-
ments had increased from about 3100 million in
1971 to $1.1 billion in 1975--about 15 percent
of the total Federal-aid obligations.

States had made progress in identifying and
correcting hazardous locations but they had
not fully applied systematic approaches to
selecting safety projects. Most of the States'
systems contained the following weaknesses:

--All accident data was not being analyzed to
determine the most hazardous locations.
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--Safety improvement projects were not always
selected on the basis of cost effectiveness.

~~-Inventories of cost-effective projects were
not being used to determine priorities.

--Projects financed with Federal-aid construc-
tion funds were not selected through a sys-
tematic approach.

~~-Federal-aid highways under local jurisdic-
tions were not considered and did not re-
ceive safety funds. (See pp. 6 to 13.)

The following cases demonstrate two of the
weaknesses found:

--One State used most of its high-hazard loca-
tion funds for fiscal years 1974-76 for a
single improvement--a $2.6 million project to
construct a highway interchange. The inter-
section did not rank high on the State's
accident listing, and its cost effectiveness
had not been determined. The project was
selected because the engineering plans were
on the shelf when funds became available
and some safety benefits would be achieved.

--Another State did not use any safety con-
struction funds for improving Federal-aid
highways in one of its major cities. The
city was not considered for safety projects
because an inventory of potential projects
had not been developed. A State official
said the city's safety needs would be con~
sidered in the future.

Because sufficient resources are seldom avail-
able to complete all the potentially bene-
ficial projects, the most cost-effective
projects should be accomplished first. Examples
of deficiencies in project selection proce-
dures described above prevent both the Federal
Highway Administration and the States from

being reasonably sure that improvements made
represent the most effective use of Federal
funds.

Although the Federal Highway Administration
issued guidelines stating that project

iii



selection systems should be based on accident
analysis and cost effectiveness, it did not
develop procedures to measure States' progress.
Therelfore, it did not know what progress States
had made in implementing a system or when they
would be completed. Consequently, it could not
adequately report the States' progress to the
Congress or provide States guidance needed to
complete their systematic approaches. (See

p. 13.)

The Federal Highway Adminstration has improved
management of the safety program by consolidat-
ing program management, emphasizing a systematic
approach, and establishing obligational goals.
However, more consideration needs to be given

to States' planning processes to be sure

that they use systematic procedures to select
cost-effective projects. (See p. 15.)

The Secretary of Transportation should require
that the Administrator of the Federal Highway
Administration:

--Determine, in cooperation with each State,
the actions necessary to complete an ade-
guate project selection system.

--Require the States to submit a plan includ-
ing realistic time frames, for implementing
these actions.

-~-Monitor and evaluate States' development of
project selection systems.

--Monitor States' implementation of project
selection systems to insure that safety
projects financed with regular construction
and safety construction program funds are
selected through a systematic approach.

--Establish a definite and reasonable date
by which each State must select safety
projects from inventories of cost-effective
projects. (See p. 18.)

The Department of Transportation generally
agreed with GAO's recommendations but did
not believe States could develop inventories
of cost-effective projects. It pointed out

iv



that cost-effective analysis was, at best, a
tool for determining what type of improvements
should be made.

GAO believes that procedures to maintain reliable
project priorities can be developed and is con-
vinced that within existing constraints, cost-
effectiveness analysis should be used not only

to select the type of improvement but also to
select the location that should be improved.

(See p. 20.)



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 (80 Stat. 731) requires
each State to have a highway safety improvement program ap-
proved by the Secretary of Transportation. The objective of
this program is to reduce deaths, injuries, and property
damage caused by traffic accidents on the Nation's highways.
The Secretary, through the Federal Highway Administration
and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration,
developed uniform safety standards to lessen the accident-
producing characteristics of drivers, vehicles, and highways.
These standards established national goals for the States'
safety improvement programs. The act reguires the Secretary
to annually report to the Congress on the administration of
the activities, including the degree of compliance with
Federal standards.

The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration is
responsible for driver and vehicle standards and the Federal
highway Administration is responsible for highway standards.
Our review focused on the Highway Administration's manage-
ment of the States' programs for correcting hazardous high-
way features.,

Highway safety has been improving steadily since 1966
when the traffic fatality rate was 5.7 deaths per 100 mil-
lion vehicle miles. By 1975, that rate had declined to
about 3.4. The Nation's traffic fatalities decreased from
about 56,000 in 1972 to about 45,000 during 1975. This
decrease has been attributed to several factors, including
the 55 mile per hour speed limit, safer vehicles, and safer
highways. However, States have identified thousands of
existing hazardous locations still needing correction. A
study sponsored by the National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration showed that the highways and the adjacent
roadsides were either principal or contributing causes for
about 16 to 33 percent of the traffic accidents investigated.

PROGRAM EVOLUTION

The highway safety program was initiated in 1964, when
the President expressed concern about the large number
of fatalities occurring annually on the Nation's highways.
The Highway Safety Act of 1966 provided States with
financial assistance to develop and implement accident
identification and analysis systems--both integral elements



in a systematic approach for selecting cost-effective 1/
safety projects. Between fiscal years 1967 end 1975, ~
States obligated about $106 million in developing proce-
dures for selecting safety improvement projects. About
$25 million of the obligations were Federal funds, and
about $81 million were State funds.

Although the Highway Safety Act of 1966 provided funds
to aid States in planning and implementing & systematic ap-
proach for identifying hazardous locations, it did not pro-
vide funds for correcting these locations. To promote
safety construction, the Highway Administration encouraged
States to use their regqular Federal-aid construction funds 2/
to correct such locations. -

The Highway Administration recognized that accidents
tend to cluster at identifiable highway locations and that
these high-hazard locations should be aiven oriority for
safety improvements. Accordingly, in 1969, guidelines for
developina a system for selectina safety pvrojects based on
accident date were issued to the States. The Highway Admin-
istration believed this system should consist of the follow-
ing sequential steps:

--Establish methods for identifying accident lccations.
--Accumulate accident date by location.

--Identify the most hazardous locations by enalyzing
the number and severity of accidents for similar
highways with similar traffic volumes.

--Determine the cost of correcting identified highway
defects and the expected benefits, such as reductions
in fatalities, injuries, and property damage.

-~Rank the studied locations, giving highest vriority to
those with the areatest expected benefits compared to
the costs of corrective actions.

1/For purposes of this report, cost-effective is defined
as obtaining the most safety benefits for each dollar
spent. A cost-effectiveness study is defined as any
recognized method for making this determination.

2/Normally used for constructing new highways or
upgrading existing highways.



--Select the highest priority locations which can be
corrected with the funds available.

Our May 1972 report on the highway safety program,
entitled "Problems in Implementing the Highway Safety Im-
provement Program" (B-164497(3)), showed that, generally,
States had spent Federal-aid construction funds for
new highway construction rather than for correcting hazardous
locations. We pointed out that only about 2 percent of the
Federal-aid highway construction funds had been spent for
safety improvement projects even though such projects provided
greater safety benefits than regular highway construction work.

Our report concluded that the safety program had not
achieved the status of a fully implemented major national pro-
gram. The States reviewed nad not selected projects sys-
tematically. Therefore there was no reasonable assurance that
the limited funds obligated for safety improvements were being
used for the most beneficial projects. To promote greater
State efforts to imrrove highway safety, we suggested that
part of the highway trust fund be set aside annually for
eliminating or correcting hazardous locations.

Subsequently, the Highway Safety Act of 1973 (Public
Law 93-87) (87 Stat. 286, 287) required States to assign
priorities for correcting hazardous locations. Although
the act did not require costs and benefits to be the basis
for selecting locations to be improved, it did reguire the
States to evaluate the costs and benefits obtained at the
improved locations. The act also provided $1.2 billion
specifically for safety improvements projects for fiscal
years 1974-76. The act continued the Special Bridge Replace-
ment Program, established by the Highway Safety Act of 1970,
and started new programs for pavement marking, correcting
nigh-hazard locations, eliminating roadside obstacles, and
improving rail-highway crossings. 1In addition to creating
programs for the Federal-aid system, except interstate high-
ways, the act also authorized funds for correcting safety
defects on non-Federal~aid highways.

In a speech before the annual meeting of the National
Conference of Governors' Highway Safety Representatives in
October 1975, the Federal Highway Administrator emphasized
the importance of the systematic approach:

"x¥ * * Because sound safety programs cannot be
developed on hunches, improved accident data col-
lection and analysis systems are vital."

* * * * *



“Accident, traffic and highway data are the basis
for highway safety improvement planning, schedul-
ing, and evaluating. But unless there is com-
petent analysis of accurate, complete, reliable,
and timely data, the process will not produce the
needed results--reduction in the frequency and
severity of accidents * * * "

The Administrator also commented that safety projects should
be selected on the basis of cost versus expected benefits.

PRCGRAM ADMINISTRATION

The nighway safety improvement program is managed and
funded cooperatively by the Highway Administration and the
individual States. The Highway Administration is respon-
sible for developing program guidance, approving States'
plans for developing and implementing systematic procedures
for selecting safety improvement projects, and approving
States' proposed projects. In addition, it is responsible
for evaluating States' assessments of the actual safety
oenefits achieved from the projects. The Highway Admin-
istration requires States to develop a 4-year Comprehensive
Plan and an Annual Work Program for measuring their progress
in inplementing a safety program.

The Comprehensive Plan describes the State's progress in
implementing safety programs and identifies what the State
plans to accomplish over the next 4 years. The Annual Work
Program lists the program elements that the State vplans to
accomplish during the next yvear and establishes the activi-
ties' funding levels. Federal approval of the States'
highway safety programs is based on these plans and the
States' progress in implementing systematic procedures for
project selection.

SAFETY CONSTRUCTION OBLIGATIONS

State obligations of Federal funds for highway safety
improvements 1/ have increased considerably since 1970 and
increased at an even faster rate during 1975. Obligations
ranged from about $100 million in 1971 to about $1.1 billion
during fiscal year 1975.

1/For purposes of tnis report, highway safety improvements
are those reported by the Highway Administration in their
monthly safety obligation report.



This increase is attributable not only to the avail-
ability of specific funds provided by the Highway Safety
Act of 1973, but also to States' increacsed use of Federal-
aid construction funds for safety improvements. The grow-
ing emphasis on safety construction is evident when the
8.7 percent of Federal-aid funds obligated for safety im-
provements for fiscal years 1971-75 is compared with the
2 percent obligated for fiscal years 1964-70. (See apps. I
and 1II.)

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We reviewed Federal Highway Administration safety
improvement programs at its Washington, D.C., headguarters;
the State offices responsible for managing the programs in
California, Idaho, Louisiena, Maryland, Nevada, Pennsylvania,
Texas, and Washington; and the Highway Administration's
regional and division offices having management responsibili-
ties for these States. We talked to officials of several
cities in these States. We also received comments from State
and city officials end considered their views in preparing
this report.

We reviewed pertinent Federal legislation, Highway
Administration policies and procedures, and Federal and
State records pertaining to the safety improvement orograms.
We also interviewed Highway Administration and State offi-
cials.

We reviewed the (1) procedures established to identify
and correct hazerdous highway locations and (2) States' plans
for completing e project selection system.



CHAPTER 2

IMPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN MANAGING

THE HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAM

The Highway Safety Act of 1966 reguired the Department
of Transportation to establish a standard for identifying
and surveying accident locations. The standard required
the States to systematically select high-hazard locations
for safety improvements. All eight States we reviewed were
correcting highway hazards; however, none hac¢ fully imple-
mented the standard. Although the Highway Administration
issued guidelines, it did not develop adequate procedures
for assessing the States' progress in developing the re-
guired system. As a result, 10 years later the Highway Ad-
ministration did nct know what progress the States had made
or when they expected to complete their systems.

Because sufficient resources are seldom available to
complete all the beneficial highway safety projects, the
most cost-effective projects should be accomplished first.
Until the States develop and implement their systematic
approaches, the Highway Administration has little or no
assurance that the projects selecteda are those having the
greatest accident reduction potential for each dollar spent.

During 1975 and 1976, the Highway Administration ini-
tiated several actions to improve its management of the
highway safety improvement program. These included efforts
to focus responsibility for program management at State and
Highway Administration division offices and to determine the
the status of the States' project selection procedures.
However, we believe that additional actions are needed to
insure that the States develop and use a systematic approach
for project selection.

SYSTEMATIC APPROACH TO SELECTION
OF PROJECTS NOT IMPLEMENTED

The Highway Safety Act of 1973 added impetus to the
highway safety program by providing safety improvement
funds; however, the Highway Administration has not aggres-
sively managed the program. Although States have made
some progress in identifying and correcting hazardous high-
way locations, their systems for selecting safety projects
need to be improved.



Weaknesses identified in most of the project selection
systems of the eight States we reviewed were:

--All accident data was not being analyzed to determine
the most hazardous locations.

--Safety improvement projects were not always selected
on the basis of cost-effectiveness analysis.

--Priorities were not being established through the use
of inventories c¢f cost-effective projects.

--Projects financed with Federal-aid construction funds
were not selected through a systematic approach.

--Federal-aid nighways under some local jurisdictions
were not considered and did not receive safety funds.

All accident data not analyzed
The basis of a successful highway safety program is

identification and analyses of accident locations on all high-

ways to determine which hazardous locations should be con-

sidered for safety improvements. This involves summarizing

all accidents by location. Then, the most hazardous loca-

tions are identified. This is done by weighting the severity--

in terms of fatalities, injuries, and property damage--of

the total number of accidents on similar highways with

similar traffic volumes.

Although the eight States we reviewed have accident
reporting systems, they did not obtain all the information
required for identifying the most hazardous locations, and
when available it was not always used. These problems were
found to a greater degree for highways under local jurisdic-
tions; however, gaps also existed in the information gathered
for State-administered highways.

Examples of weaknesses in States' use of accident data
are summarized below.

--Maryland had not analyzed all of its accident data to
identify its most hazardous locations. Although 34
percent of the State's accidents occurred in the city
of Baltimore, these statistics had not been included
in the State's analysis of accident locations.

From 1965 to 1972, Baltimore had its own accident
identification system. Then in 1972, the State required



the city to adopt a State-wide uniform accident-reporting
form. Because the city's previously developed computer
programs could not analyze the computerized list of loca-
tions provided by the State, the city did not have an
automated accident analysis system. City officials told us
that except for occasional manual searches, the city's
accident data had not been analyzed since 1972. 1In August
1976 city officials advised us that they had recently con-
verted their computer program to enable identification and
analysis of high accident locations.

--Louisiana's accident identification system did not
include 38,000 miles of city streets and parish
roads on which 46 percent of the State's accidents
occurred. Although the State received individual re-
ports of accidents on these highways, parish acci-
dents could only be identified as occurring within
the parish, and city accidents could only be identi-
fied as intersection or nonintersection. However,
the State plans to upgrade its location identifica-
tion system by numbering parish roads and installing
markers at some intersections. This plan includes
a location system for city streets and for midblock
accidents in eight major cities. With this new
ability, Louisiana expects to be able to identify
the location of 90 percent of its accidents.

--California, Maryland, and Pennsylvania gave their
local governments computer listings of accidents,
including accidents occurring on Federal-aid high-
ways within their jurisdictions. However, the data
was not analyzed, as described on page 2 of this
report, to identify the most hazardous locations.
Maryland officials told us that they were working
on a project to develop information to identify
hazardous locations.

--The State of Washington had accident data for all
accidents but had not developed a State-wide list
of the most hazardous locations. Although locsal
jurisdictions were responsible for analyzing their
own accident data and developing high-hazard loca-
tion lists, the traffic volume information needed
for the analysis was not available. State offi-
cials estimated that only a few local jurisdic-
tions had performed these analyses.



Cost-effectiveness studies not prepared

The Highway Safety Act of 1973 required States to
establish priorities for high-hazard locations needing safety
improvements. Although the act did not specify that cost
effectiveness was to be the project selection criteria, it
required States to assess the costs incurred and benefits
obtained from completed projects. The Highway Administration
regulations require that proposed safety improvement projects
be ranked in priority order based on their comparative esti-
mated costs and benefits. This is done by comparing estimated
construction costs with the expected safety benefits.

Of the eight States we reviewed, four did not use
cost-effectiveness analysis and another did not consistently
use its method for selecting safety improvement projects.

--Maryland officials had not made cost-effectiveness
studies. They said that because the available safety
improvement funds were sufficient for all the State's
planned projects, there was no need to establish
project priorities. The State's 1974-76 funds for
high-hazard locations were used mainly on one im-
provement--a $2.6 million project to build an inter-
change at an intersection. The intersection did not
rank high on the State's accident listing; however,
State officials selected the project because the
engineering plans and specifications were on the
shelf at the time funds became available and some
safety benefits would be achieved. Maryland officials
told us in August 1976 that they have initiated cost-
effectiveness studies and are establishing project
priorities.

-~-Louisiana had established safety improvement priority
lists but the priorities were not based on cost
effectiveness. 1Instead they were based on engineer-
ing judgment and analysis of accident data. The
weakness in this system is that the improvements are
not related to anticipated benefits. Although it
did not compare benefits to costs, the State expects
to implement a cost-effectiveness method in the future.

--Nevada used high-hazard location safety funds for
installing illuminated street name signs. The
project justification submitted to the Highway Admin-
istration stated that the street signs were to be
installed at hazardous intersections; however, a
cost-effectiveness analysis had not been prepared.



At the time of our review, Nevada was developing a
system to select safety projects ranked on the basis
of cost effectiveness. The State planned to select
its future safety projects with this system.

The 1973 act also provided funds for correcting safety
hazards at rail-highway crossings. Each State's annual report
on its safety program was to assess the costs of the improve-
ments made at rail-highway crossings and the subsequent ac-
cident experience at the improved locations.

--We found that California did not make cost-
effectiveness studies before selecting rail-highway
grade crossing projects. The State was using $2.8 mil-
lion of its Federal funds to construct grade separa-
tions at two rail-highway crossings. The State selected
these projects because it believed projected increases
in automobile traffic would increase the possibility of
accidents at the crossings. 1In September 1975 the
Highway Administration told the State that grade sep-
aration projects would appear very low in cost effective-
ness and in the future would require individual justifi-
cations of cost effectiveness.

Priority systems _not complete

The Highway Administration regulations for selecting
safety improvement projects included, as a condition of its
approval, that the States prepare a schedule of projects
based on priority rankings. However, the Highway Administra-
tion recognized that all States had not yet establisned sys-
tematic project selection procedures and consequently allowed
States to perform safety improvement projects even if they
had not completed their systems. Specifically, the Highway
Administration told tne States that if priority lists have
not been completed, but have been started, high priority
projects need not be delayed until all requirzments are
satisfied.

Developing a list of the most hazardous locations does
not assure that the maximum safety benefits are being re-
ceived for each dollar spent. When selecting hazardous
locations for study, there is no assurance that the most
nazardous location identified through accident analysis will
be the most cost-effective project to perform. Instead,
the combined safety benefits of several less hazardous
locations may be greater and cost less than correcting the
most hazardous location. However, until a large number of
locations are studied, this will not be apparent. Estab-
lishing a large inventory of projects for which cost and
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benefit analyses have been completed enables priority ranking
of a large number of safety improvement projects by compara-
tive cost effectiveness.

Five of the eight States we reviewed had not estab-
lished inventories of cost-effective safety projects. High-
way Administration officials did not know how much progress
States had made toward developing their inventories or when
these inventories would be developed.

Unless these inventories are developed, an effective
method of establishing project vriorities cennot be accom-
plished. Selecting projects from a high-hazard location
list and determining cost effectiveness as the project is
submitted for Hioghway Administration approvel is equivelent
to a first-come-first-served procedure.

Projects financed with Federal-aid
construction funds

Before specific safety construction funds were provided
by the Highway Safety Act of 1973, the Highway Administra-
tion had authorized States to use Federal-aid construction
funds for safety improvements. Prcgram guidance issued in
1974 for the safety construction funds emphasized using
other fundino socurces for safety improvments. Specific
safety construction funds were to supplement States' on-
going safety programs previously financed by State and
reqular Federal-aid funds. Highway Administration records
show that during fiscal year 1975, the eight States we re-
viewed obligated $207.3 million for safety improvement
projects using regular Federal-aid construction funds. This
represents one-third of the $633 million oblicated nationally
for safety work using these funds.

Cur May 1972 report on the highway safety improvement
program stated thsat a large amount of Federal-aid funds
spent for safety improvements were for projects not selected
through a systematic approach. Our current review shows
that in six of the eight Stetes many safety improvement
projects financed with regular Federal-aid construction funds
durina fiscal year 1975 were not selected through a system-
atic approach. Highway Administration Division officials
told us, however, that States were not recquired to use &
systematic approach when obligating regular Federal-aid
construction funds for safety projects.

Highway Administration headquarters officials told
us that it was their intent, although not specifically
stated in the current highway safety improvement program
manual, that all federally funded safety projects, whether
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funded with safety or construction funds, should be selected
through a systematic process. Program guidance as early

as March 1969 instructed States to establish project priori-
ties based on cost effectiveness. Therefore, States should
have selected all projects for correcting hazardous locations
througn a systematic approach.

Between July and October 1975 the Highway Administra-
tion stressed the use of a systematic approach for selecting
safety projects funded with regular Federal-aid funds. 1In
September 1975 it advised States that all federally funded
safety improvement projects should be selected by the same
procedures established for the high-hazard location program.
However, the Highway Administration will have to monitor
States' method for selecting these projects to be certain
that a systematic approach is being used.

Federal-aid highways under local jurisdictions
not considered for safety improvements

The Highway Safety Act of 1973 authorized funds for
safety projects on all Federal-aid highways except the Inter-
state System. Although these funds were distributed to the
States, locally administered Federal-aid highways were also
to be considered when determining the most cost-effective lo-
cations to improve. As of 1974, locally administered Federal-
aid nighways represented about 37 percent or 345,000 miles
of the 927,000-mile Federal-aid highway system. Accident
data was not readily available for all locally administered
Federal-aia highways; however, an average of 4,300 deaths
occurred annually from 1967 to 1974 on Federal-aid secondary
roads administered by local jurisdictions.

Of the eight States we reviewed, only Idaho and
washington obligated high-hazard location and roadside
obstacle removal funds for both State and locally admin-
istered Federal-aia highways. The remaining States did not
obligate any of these funds for locally administered Federal-
aia highways.

Several examples of local Federal-aid highways not
considered for safety improvements are discussed below,

--California has 31,754 miles of Federal-aid highways--
14,391 miles under State jurisdiction and 17,363
miles under local jurisdictions. The State did not
use high-hazard location or roadside obstacle funds
for Federal-aid highways under local jurisdictions
even though many miles of these highways are in high-
traffic volume areas, such as Los Angeles and San
Francisco.
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Although most of the main streets of San Francisco
are Federal-aia highways under local jurisdiction,

a city official told us the city was not aware that
funds were specifically available for improving high-
hazard locations and removing roadside obstacles.
Traffic engineering officials in Santa Clara were
vaguely familiar with the roadside obstacle program
but were not familiar with the high-hazard locations
program.

However, both cities were ucing regular Federal-aid
funds for some safety improvement work. California's
Department of Transportation stated that establishing
a system to consider funding local Federal-aid high-
ways was impractical because of the large number of
local jurisdictions.

--Pennsylvania did not use funds authorized by the
dighway Safety Act of 1973 for any Federal-aid high-
ways in the city of Philadelphia. A State highway
official said safety projects were not considered
because an inventory of potential projects had not
been developed for Philadelphia. However, he said
that the city's identified safety needs would be
considereda in the future.

As of August 1976 several States were initiating efforts to
obtain project applications from local jurisdictions.

The Department of Transportation's Office of Audits also
reported that in six States which they reviewed, not all
locally administered Federal-aid highways were included in
the acciaent iagentification and analysis process for identi-
fying hazardous locations needing correction. Therefore,
these highways were not considered for safety improvements.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED TO
MEASURE STATES' PROGRESS

The Federal Highway Administration and the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration are responsible for
measuring States' progress in implementing the highway
safety program standards. One of the standards—--Identi-
fication and Surveillance of Accident Locations--requires
the States to develop a systematic approach for selecting
highway safety construction projects.

The Highway Administration's procedures and practices

for administering this standard aid not provide enough
information to adequately measure States' progress in im-
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plementing a systematic approach for selecting safety
projects. As a result the Highway Administration (1) did
not know what progress States had made in implementing
their systems or when they would be completed and (2)
could not adequately report to the Congress on the States'
progress or provide States needed additional guidance for
improving their systems.

The Highway Administration initially provided the
States with the following performance criteria for developing
systems.

—--Accurate identification of accident locations.

-—-Analysis of accident data to identify locations having
unusually high accident frequency weighted for severity,
average daily traffic, and vehicle miles.

—--Determination of accident causes so that corrective
action, such as speed enforcement or correction of
highway features, can be undertaken.

--Analysis of accident reduction measures to determine
cost effectiveness, such as cost-benefit ratios of
proposed safety improvements. The analysis should in-
clude factors, such as traffic volume, construction and
financing costs, serviceable life of improvements,
and estimatea safety benefits.

--Priorities for correctable highway defects based on
cost-effectiveness techniques.

Recognizing that States had varying capabilities for
analyzing accident data to select locations needing improve-
ment, the Highway Administration required the States to sub-
mit Comprehensive Plans, describing their existing proce-
dures and plans for completing the project selection system,
every 4 years. These plans were to be one of the bases for
measuring States' progress in implementing a highway safety
program. The Highway Administration approved the States'
1968 ana 1972 Comprehensive Plans. A Highway Administration
official told us that States' plans included general outlines
of safety planning but dia not provide enough information
to determine the current status of the States' systems.

OQur review of the eight States' plans showed that most
of the States described their accident location systems in
general terms and indicated that accidents were summarized
by location. However, the plans did not (1) describe
existing procedures for selecting individual safety
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improvement projects, (2) specify what additional actions
were needed to complete the required systematic approach,
and (3) indicate when the system would be completed. As

a result, the Highway Administration did not have assurance
that the States' plans for developing and implementing a
systematic approach would enable them to achieve the most
safety benefits for each dollar spent.

In March 1972 the Highway Administration advised the
States that they should be able to accurately identify ac-
cident locations on all public roads by December 31, 1975.

It did not, however, establish target dates for implementing
the other elements of a systematic approach, such as develop-
ing inventories of cost-effective safety projects.

The Highway Administration made separate evaluations
of the States' safety improvement programs in 1972 and 1974
to assess the progress in implementing systematic approaches
for selecting highway safety construction projects. Several
Highway Administration and State officials were not satisfied
with the evaluation method used. Some said the progress
reported should have been based on more cualitative measure-
ments. In addition, several State officials said the evalua-
tion criteria should have been consistently used.

Because neither Highway Administration officials nor
State officials were satisfied that the evaluations accurately
depicted the status of States' highway safety programs, the
Highway Administration initiated a large scale study in Octo-
ber 1975 to identify States' progress and weaknesses in their
accident identification and analysis systems. (See p. 17.)

RECENT HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
ACTIONS TO IMPROVE MANAGEMENT

The Highway Administration has improved its management
of the highway safety program. Although the improvements
should result in a more effectively managed program, addi-
tional measures are needed to insure that States develop and
use a systematic approach for project selection.

In May 1975 the Highway Administrator appointed an
Associate Administrator for Safety, the first since the
position was established in 1970. However, the Associate
Administrator only had responsibility for the highway-related
safety standards. This included responsibility for insuring
that the States develop and implement a systematic approach
for project selection.
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In March 1976, program management responsibilities for
all highway safety functions except the Special Bridge Re-
placement Program were assigned to the Associate Administrator
for Ssafety. This included safety construction projects
funded from designated safety programs and from regular
Federal-aid construction programs.

In addition, each year the Highway Administration
designates several program areas to be emphasized by the
States. During fiscal year 1975 these included improving
vrocedures for accident data collection and analysis and
increasing the level of funds obligated for safety improve-
ments. The Hdighway Administration said the States needed
to improve the guality, timeliness, and analysis of their
accident data to establish a better basis for identifying
safety problems, developing corrective improvements, and
evaluating results. Also, the States were encouraged
to increase obligations of categorical safety funds ten-
fold from the $25 million obligated in fiscal year 1474.
Highway Administration reports showed that States subse-
guently obligated about $444 million.

The Highway Administration continued to emphasize data
collection and analysis and safety construction obligations
during fiscal year 1976. It also established improved man-
agement of safety programs as an emphasis area. Specifically,
it wanted to focus responsibility for program management at
State and Highway Administration division levels, promote
further development of States' systems for selecting safety
improvement projects, encourage the States to select all
federally funded safety projects through their systems, and
increase the amount of safety construction work being accom-
plished.

The Highway Administration established a goal of
$900 million in Federal-aid obligations for safety improve-
ments during fiscal year 1976. This included $400 million
for the categorical safety programs, such as correcting
high-hazard locations and removing roadside obstacles, and
$500 million for safety projects funded by regular Federal-
aid programs, such as Interstate, Primary, and Secondary.
These obligational goals were to be met by implementing
projects identified exclusively through a systematic proc-
ess. States obligated $390 million of the categorical
safety program funds and $635 million of their regqular
Federal-aid construction funds.

The Highway Administration also pointed out the need

for its field offices and the States to improve their plan-
ning, implementing, and evaluation capabilities. It said
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much improvement was required in the accident data collec-
tion and analysis systems of both States and local highway
agencies because these systems are the basis for identifying
safety defects, establishing project priorities, and evaluat-
ing benefits of completed safety improvements.

Because prior efforts had not produced adequate
evaluations, in October 1975, the Highway Administration re-
quested its division offices to review each State's existing
data collection and analysis system., The objective of the
study was to determine how much States rely on accident data
analyses in planning, selecting, and evaluating highway
safety improvement projects.

The results of the study should provide a good basis
for reguesting the States to develop plans for completing a
systematic approach. The plans, however, should be prepared
in enough detail to enable the Highway Administration to
monitor and evaluate the States' progress.

CONCLUSIONS

The enormous amount of money and effort devoted to
combating the high accident and fatality rates on the Nation's
highways has contributed to reducing the fatality rate per
100 million vehicle miles from 5.7 in 1966 to 3.4 in 1975.
However, there were still 45,000 traffic deaths in 1975.
Because the money available for the highway safety program
is limited, the importance of using it on the projects
wnich will provide the greatest safety benefit for each
dollar spent is increased.

Since the passage of the Highway Safety Act of 1966,
requiring the States to have a highway safety improvement
program, States have made varying degrees of progress in
implementing systematic project selection procedures. How-
ever, the Highway Administration has not established a tar-
get date for full compliance with a systematic approach.

Providing flexibility to the States in terms of the
amount of time needed to plan and put into effect a sys-
tematic highway safety program was absolutely necessary.
However, 10 years have passed and none of the eight states
included in our review had a fully implemented system or
definitive plans for achieving one.

In our opinion, the States have had enough time to
design a highway safety project selection system and to
develop a plan, including specific milestones, for imple-
menting the system. Until this plan has been developed, the
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Highway Administration will have difficulty (1) evaluating the
States' progress and (2) providing guidance for completing the
systems. Furthermore, until the plans are fully implemented,
the Federal and State governments will not be assured that
they are achieving the greatest safety benefits for their
money.

RECOMMENDATIONS

To improve management of the highway safety programs,
we recommend that the Secretary of Transportation require
the Administrator of the Federal Highway Administration to:

—-Determine, in cooperation with each State, the ac-
tions necessary to complete an adequate project
selection system.

--Require the States to submit a plan, including realis-
tic time frames, for implementing these actions.

--Monitor and evaluate States' develcpment of project
selection systems.

--Monitor States' implementation of project selection
systems to insure that safety projects financed with
regular construction and safety construction program
funds are selected through a systematic approach.

-—-Establish a definite and reasonable date by which
each State must select safety projects from inventories
of cost-effective projects.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

In comments on this report (see app. II1), the Department
of Transportation generally agreed with our recommendations.
It said additional emphasis was needed for improvinag States'
project selection procedures and that the Highway Adminis-
tration would stress this during fiscal year 1977.

The Department believed the Highway Administration

was substantially meeting the intent of the overall highway
safety program established by the Highway Safety Act of 1966.
The Department pointed out that since 1973, when the Congress
provided specific funds for safety improvements, States had
made much progress in implementing safety programs. Specifi-
cally, it said most states have some type of systematic proc-
ess for selecting projects and believed that the problems we
identified relate more to the degree of refinement than lack
of a process.
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We recognize that States have made progress and that
some problems identified may represent a need for system re-
finements. 1In some States, however, important system ele-
ments had not been developed or used nor did they have a
plan for their development and implementation. Our recom-
mendations, therefore, are designed to present a working
framework within which the Highway Administration can
measure and evaluate States' progress to insure that they

develop and complete systematic project selection procedures
within realistic time frames.

The Department acknowledged that States should be work-
ing toward a time by which safety projects will be selected
through a systematic process. It said the Highway Adminis-
tration would continue to work with the States to develop
their systems within realistic time frames. The Department
stated, however, that a system covering all roads in a
State may not be cost effective. The Highway Administra-
tion's accident location standard currently requires a sys-
tem for all roads. 1If the Highway Administration develops
information showing that a complete system is not justified
for all roads, revision of its current standard would be
necessary.,

The Department believed it was still too early to
expect all States to have fully implemented project selec-
tion systems. We believe, however, that the 10 years that
have passed since this reguirement was established is suffi-
cient time to reasonably expect that States would have
designed a system and developed a plan to implement it.

The Department said the Highway Administration's Region
and Division Offices, through their administration of the
overall Federal-aid highway program, would continue to moni-
tor and evaluate States' development of project selection
systems. Because these actions have not been successful
thus far, we believe the Highway Administration needs to
intensify its efforts to insure that States develop and use
systematic procedures in the near future.

The Department disagreed with our position that loca-
tions should be selected from a list which had been priori-
tized through cost-effectiveness evaluations. It pointed
out that the 1966 and 1973 highway safety acts do not re-
quire the program to be based solely on cost effectiveness
and that there are other factors such as categorical fund-
ing and State and local constraints which have an impact
on the selection process. Cost-effectiveness analysis, it
continued, is at best, a comparative tool for deciding what
type of safety improvement should be made after the specific
highway location to be improved has been selected.

19



We recognize that constraints exist which must be
considered in the use of highway safety moneys. For example,
California law stipulates that the funds be divided between
northern and southern California. We believe that after such
constraints have been considered, cost-effectiveness analysis
should be the basis for selecting the locations to be im-
proved. Through this approach, States can obtain assurance
that within constraints, the type of improvements made and
the locations improved represent the most cost-effective
use of safety funds.

The Department was also concernea that changes in
accident patterns, traffic, and improvement costs would make
it impossible to have an inventory of cost-effective projects.
We do not advocate that each project be studied each year to
keep the inventory current. Instead, if the studies are
based on several years' accident data, application of con-
struction cost indexes to insure cost comparability could
maintain reliable project priorities. States' accident
analyses should be able to detect those locations where
accident freguency is changing. States mey then wish toc re-
study these locations to determine any changes in cost effec-
tiveness.
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CHAPTER 3

HIGHWAY SAFETY ACT OF 1976

On May 5, 1976, the President approved the Highway Safety
Act of 1976 (Public Law 94-280). This legislation provides
funding authority to States for the July 1, 1976, to Septem-
ber 30, 1976, transitional period and fiscal years 1977 and
1978. Because our review of the Highway Administration's
highway safety improvement programs was in progress while
the Congress was considering new highway legislation, we met
with staff members of the Subcommittee on Investigations and
Review, House Committee on Public Works and Transportation;
and the Subcommittee on Transportation, Senate Committee on
Public Works. During these meetings in late December 1975
and early January 1976, we briefly discussed our tentative
conclusions and agreed to provide a written summary of the
results of our review for their consideration.

On January 20, 1976, we issued a letter report jointly
addressed to the Chairmen of the House and Senate Subcommit-
tees. The report, entitled "Summary of Information on FHWA's
dighway Safety Improvement Program and Comments on Proposed
1975 Highway Legislation,” (RED-76-67) highlighted our results
to date and suggestea that the Congress adopt several provi-
sions that had been included in either the House- or Senate-
passed highway safety legislation.

Our first suggestion was to increase States' flexibility
to enable accomplishment of the most cost-beneficial safety
improvenent projects. This could be achieved through con-
solidating all or several categorical safety construction
programs or providing for increased fund transferability
among the individual safety construction programs. However,
we cautioned that success of a consolidated program would
require States to implement a systematic approach for their
highway safety programs, including the development of a large
inventory of safety projects ranked by cost-effectiveness
analysis.

We emphasized the importance of the systematic approach
because the magnitude of the safety effort, approximately
$1.1 billion in fiscal year 1975, reguires assurance that
States will achieve the maximum potential safety benefits.
To develop this approach, we suggested providing specific
funding for implementing project selection systems.

In adopting the Highway Safety Act of 1976, the Con-
gress increased States' flexibility to administer safety

21



efforts. The act provided a single authorization for per-
forming safety improvements under the high-hazard locations
and roadside obstacles programs and increased States' ability
to transfer funds among the various categorical safety pro-
grams to the highest priority program. 1In addition, the
Congress authorized specific funds to assist States in imple-
menting the safety standards including development of selec-
tion systems.

CONCLUSION

We believe that the authority provided in the Highway
Safety Act of 1976 should improve the overall effectiveness
of the safety program. However, this authority will not be
enough to insure that Federal funds are expended on projects
offering the greatest safety benefits unless the Highway
Administration takes additional actions, along the lines
recommended in chapter 2, to improve its management of the
program.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I
COMPARISON OF FEDERAL-AID OBLIGATIONS

FOR HIGHWAY SAFLTY IMPROVEMENTS,

FISCAL YEARS 1971-75 (notes & and b)

State 1971 1972 1973 1574 1975 Total

(millions)

California $ 3.7 $ 42.9 35 10.9 S 13.7 S 56.1 ¢ 127.3
Idaho 1.8 3.6 3.0 1.7 4.8 19.9
Louisiana .9 7.0 4.3 5.2 26.4 43.8
Maryland 4.2 15.8 7.2 3.1 36.6 66.9
Nevada .9 1.6 .5 2.2 7.5 12.7
Pennsylvania 2.2 4.1 2.9 13.5 80.5 103.2
Texas 5.8 16.0 5.4 8.7 73.9 109.8
washington 2.1 12.5 2.3 2.2 2zl.5 40.6

Total (eight
States) 5 21.6 $103.5 §$ 41.5 $ 50.3 $ 307.3 $ 524.2

U.s.
total $112.5 $410.1 $265.1 $293.1 $1,077.1 $2,157.9

a/Data presented individually for the eight States included in
the review along with U.S. totals.

b/Includes obligations from the following programs: 1Interstate,

~ pPrimary, Secondary, Urban Extension, kural Primary, TOPICS,
Rural Secondary, Urban Systems, Priority Primary, and the
categorical safety programs.

PERCENT OF TOTAL FELCERAL-AID FUNDS

OBLIGATED FOR SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS

Average

1871 to

State 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1975
California 1.0 8.9 5.1 3.5 11.9 6.6
Idaho 5.1 11.5 24.5 6.4 7.0 10.2
Louisiana .9 6.4 4.1 4.8 14.0 7.2
Maryland 4.8 17.0 6.4 2.4 13.0 8.5
Nevada 3.3 3.8 2.1 5.7 15.3 7.0
Pennsylvania 1.1 3.3 1.3 5.0 21.3 8.5
Texas 2.5 5.2 2.9 3.4 20.1 8.6
Washington 1.7 8.3 2.2 1.9 18.7 6.7
Total (eight States) 1.8 7.7 3.3 3.8 16.0 7.8
U.S. total 2.5 8.7 5.6 6.1 15.3 8.7
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APPENDIX II APPENDIX II

REPORTED FEDERAL-AID OBLIGATIONS

FOR HIGHWAY SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS,

FISCAL YEAR 1975

Per-
cent
Source of funds obli-
Total Categorical Other Total gated
safety safety Federal obligations for
State obligations program aid (note a) safety
(millions)
California $ 56.1 $ 23.8 S 32.3 $§ 471.0 11.9
Idaho 4.8 4.7 .1 69.0 7.0
Louisiana 26.4 12.7 13.7 188.0 14.0
Marylana 36.9% 10.5 26.1 282.6 13.0
Nevada b/7.5 3.1 4.3 48.8 15.3
Pennsylvania b/80.5 15.9 64.7 377.8 21.3
Texas 73.9 11.9 62.0 367.1 20.1
Washington 21.5 17.4 4.1 __114.7 18.7
Total S 307.3 $100.0 $207.3 $1,919.0 16.0
( e igh £ e p— pmm—— o P
‘States)
U.S. total $1,077.1 $444.2 $632.9 $7,025.1 15.3

a/Includes obligations from the following programs: Interstate,
~ Primary, Secondary, Urban Extension, Rural Primary, TOPICS,
Rural Secondary, Urban Systems, and Priority Primary, and
the categorical safety programs.

b/Figures do not total due to rounding.
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ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR ADMINISTRATION

August 25; 1976

Mr. Henry Eschwege

Director

Community and Economic Development Division
U.S. General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

This is in response to your letter of July 23, 1976, requesting
comments ‘from the Department of Transportation on the General
Accounting Office draft report entitled, "Additional Management

Actions Needed to Improve Highway Safety Programs." le have

reviewed the report in detail and prepared a Department of Trans-
portation reply.

Two copies of the reply are enclosed herein.

Sincerely,

A M. @ Dassn
S%B\Wil]iam S. Heffelfinger

Enclosures
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION REPLY

T0

GAO DRAFT OF REPORT TO
THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

ON

ADDITIONAL MANAGEMENT ACTIONS NEEDED
TO IMPROVE THE HIGHWAY SAFETY PROGRAM

Federal Highway Administration
Department of Transportation

SUMMARY OF GAO FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GAOQ reviewed the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
management of an element of the Highway Safety Program
pertaining to the correction of identified hazardous
locations in eight States: California, Idaho, Louisiana,
Maryland, Nevada, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Washington.

The GAO states that this program element requires the States
to systematically select locations for safety improvements

in order that Federal funds are obligated for improvements
offering the greatest safety benefits. Obligations for
safety improvements have increased from about $100 million

in 1971 to $1.1 billion in 1975, however, the report notes
that States have not yet fully implemented systematic
approaches for selecting safety projects. The report further
states that the FHWA has not issued implementing guidelines
and procedures for measurement of the States' progress in
developing project selection systems and as a result, did not
know what progress the States have made in implementing a
system or when the States' systems would be completed.

GAO recommends that the Secretary of Transportation require
the Administrator of the Federal Highway Administration to
establish schedules, monitor States' activities, and evaluate
States' processes for the systematic selection of highway
safety improvement projects to correct hazardous locations.
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SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION POSITION

It is the position of the Federal Highway Administration
that we are substantially meeting the intent of Congress in
our management of the overall Highway Safety Program estab-
lished by the Highway Safety Act of 1966. The highway
safety program is a continuing effort to reduce the number
and severity of highway related accidents including a
systematic process of selection, scheduling, constructing,
and evaluation of highway safety improvements. Although
program requirements were established in 1966, it was not
until passage of the Highway Safety Act of 1973 that the
program was given major status by the provision of categorical
safety funds for construction of highway safety improvements.

Since passage of the Highway Safety Act of 1973, most States
have made significant progress in implementing their overall
highway safety programs including their highway safety
construction efforts. FHWA has initiated several actions

as noted in the report to improve program management. An.
additional effort implemented by FHWA is the establishment of
program emphasis areas for the forthcoming fiscal year to
assist the States in implementation of the safety improvement
program.

We believe the problems identified in the report relating to
development of systematic approaches by the States relate

more to the degree of refinement rather than lack of a process-
Most States do currently have some type of systematic process
for the selection of safety improvements. There is a need for
additional emphasis on refining States' procedures. FHWA has
included this element as a program emphasis area in the
forthcoming fiscal year.

Finally, we do not agree that the safety improvement program
is intended to be based solely on a cost effectiveness
approach. We do not believe this is required by either the
1966 or 1973 Highway Safety Acts. There is a need to
recognize other considerations in the overall program to
reduce the number and severity of accidents.
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POSITION STATEMENT

The GAO report concerns one element of the Highway Safety
Program, the management of the States' programs for

correcting identified hazardous highway features to reduce

the number and severity of highway related accidents. GAO
emphasizes that the States have had, since 1966, to plan

and implement a systematic approach for identifying hazardous
locations. Although funds have been available to States

since 1966, for development of highway safety programs, such
funds are limited and must be spread over many elements of the
total safety program effort.

Since passage of the Highway Safety Act of 1973 which
provided funds specifically for highway safety improvements,
the States have placed additional effort on project selection
procedures and most States have some system for selecting
projects. We believe it is still too early in the program

to expect all States to have fully implemented systematic
approaches for selecting safety projects. We agree that
there is a need to obtain additional refinement of most
States' systems and this is an area in which FHWA intends

to exert additional management effort.

The specific recommendations made by GAO along with the FHWA
response follows:

(1) "determine in cooperation with the States the actions
necessary for each State to complete an adequate
project selection system."

We agree with the general intent of this recommendation.
FHWA has taken steps to obtain additional information
on each State's safety program management efforts and
on the status of data collection and analysis systems.
A program emphasis area has been established for FY'77
to assist the States in developing a system for setting
safety priorities.

(2) "require the States to submit a plan for implementing

these actions including realistic time frames within
which States could complete their system."
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(3)

(4)

(5)

FHWA will continue to work with the States in
developing a systematic process for selection of
highway safety improvements, including establish-
ment of time frames for accomplishing this objective.
It must be recognized that there are elements involved
in a systematic process which are not within the
direct control of the State highway agency such as
accident reporting,record systems, etc. These must
be considered in establishing completion schedules.
A systematic process is a continuing effort. A
complete system covering all roads in a State may
not be a cost effective method of project selection.

"monitor and evaluate States' development of project
selection systems."

This is a continuing effort of the FHWA Region and
Division Offices through their responsibilities
for administering the Federal-aid Highway Program.
The FHWA Washington Office monitors and evaluates
the safety program activities through a selective
review of field activities and a review of States'

annual reports on the highway safety improvement
program.

""monitor States' implementation of project selection
systems to insure that safety projects financed with
regular construction or safety construction program

funds are selected through a systematic approach."

Same response as recommendation 3.

"establish a definite and reasonable date by when each
State would be required to select safety projects
from inventories of cost effective projects."

We agree that States should be working toward a time
by which safety improvement projects will be selected
through a systematic process. We do not consider
that the systematic process would result in a 'one
time" or single inventory of projects as there is a
continual need to review and revise safety project
priorities. All projects developed through the
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systematic process should not be based solely on
cost effectiveness criteria as there are many

other factors, such as categorical funding,State

and local constraints and the overall objective of
reducing the number and severity of accidents, which
must be considered.

The cost effectiveness of a specific project is not
constant. Changes in accident patterns, traffic,
differences in annual costs, and changing priorities
would make it impossible to have an inventory of .
cost effective projects. Cost effectiveness analysis 1is
at best a comparative tool for selecting improvement
projects where a number of alternative courses of action
exist. This type of analysis can only be applied after
a number of locations have been selected for safety
improvements.

Norbert T. Tiemann

Norbert T. Tiemann
Federal Highway Administrator
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS

RESPONSIBLE FOR ADMINISTERING

ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN TdIS REPORT

Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATIOII

SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION:

William Coleman lfar. 1975 Present

John W. Barnum (acting) Feb. 1975 Mar. 1975
Claude S. Brinegar Feb. 1973 Feb. 1975
John A. Volpe Jan., 1969 Feb. 1973
Alan S. Boya Jan. 1967 Jan. 1969

ADMINISTRATOR, FEDERAL dIGHWAY
ADHINISTRATION:

Norbert T. Tiemann Mavy 1973 Present

Ralph R. Bartelsmeyer (acting) July 1972 May 1973
Francis C. Turner Feb. 1969 June 1972
Lowell K. Bridwell Apr. 1967 Jan. 1969
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Copies of GAQO reports are available to the general
public at a cost of $1.00 a copy. There is no charge
for reports furnished to Members of Congress and
congressional committee staff members. Officials of
Federal, State, and local governments may receive
up to 10 copies free of charge. Members of the
press; college libraries, faculty members, and stu-
dents;and non-profit organizations may receive up
to 2 copies free of charge. Requests for larger quan-
tities should be accompanied by payment.

Requesters entitled to reports without charge should
address their requests to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section, Room 4522
441 G Street, NW,

Washington, D.C. 20548

Requesters who are required to pay for reports
should send their requests with checks or money
orders to:

U.S. General Accounting Office
Distribution Section

P.0. Box 1020

Washington, D.C. 20013

Checks or money orders should be made payabie to
the U.S. General Accounting Office. Stamps or
Superintendent of Documents coupons will not be
accepted. Please do not send cash.

To expedite filling your order, use the report num-
ber in the lower left corner and the date in the
lower right corner of the front cover.

GAQ reports are now available on microfiche. If such
copies will meet your needs, be sure to specify that
you want microfiche copies.
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